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Ar. James Baird wishes to convert the existing commaercial property at Ryebank Farm o residential use,
relocating the commercial enterprise 1o a new site at Hobbs New Farm, approximately 700m to the wesh.
fir. Baird commissionad ADAS to produce a Biodiversity Hepor! in respect of the commercial property at
Ryebank Farm {hereafter referred (o as ‘the site’} in order (o support 3 planning application. An extended
Phase 1 survey was conducted at the site and the main issus identified was the low potential for watar

voles, which may be present in the offsite ditch adjacent to the northern site boundary.

Overall the site was of less than local / negligible value, With the recommended mitigation maasures in

place the overall impacts on blodiversity would be natural, With the implermentation of some or all of the
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fir. I Baird wishes to convert the existing commercial properiy at Ryebank Farm to residential use,

H ;-

relocating the commercial enterprise to s new site at Hobbs New Farm, approximately 700m to the wash.

fir. Baird commissionad ADAS to produce a Biodiversity Report for the proposad development, in order
to support a planning application. Ryebank Farm is located ab grid reference: 54U 99970 431201, and is
hereafter referred to as ‘the site’

QA

The site was the subject of a previous Phase 1 survey and report in 2009 {ADAS 2009}, with a follow-on
reptile survey having been undertaken in 2012 {ADAS 2012} and a bat inspection and amergeance survay
in May 20186 {King and Wright 2018}, Due to the age of the Phase 1 and reptile surveys an updated report
was reqguired o determing whether habitats on site had changed significantly. An updated desk study was
also undertaken to identify designated habitats which could be affected by any proposals for the site.

.

The purpose of this Ecological impact Assessment is to provide updated information on the habitats an

jo 8

floral communities present at the site and desoribe how the proposed development plans are likely to
impact on the scological features,

ey
7

This report has been prepared in accordance with guidance produced by the Charterad Institute of

Feology and Erwvironmental Management {TIEEM 2013 and 2018) and the British Standard 42020:2013,

-
i

he objectives of the report are to

#  Summarise the findings of the original and updated Phase 1 surveys, bat report and reptile report,
in support of a planning application for the site; and

& Agsess the fikely impacts of the proposals on ecological features of importancs such as protected
species and notable habitats; and

& hake suggestions for avoidance, mitigation and enhancaments, as appropriate.

Tha site was a former farm with disused grain silos, farm buildings and sguipment currently used a5 a
commercial property for making concrete. Present to the southwast of the development site was a

concrete hard standing strip used for storage and two derelict greenhouses which were heavily over-

grown with brambles, immediately adiacent to the north was Ryebank Rife, managed as an agricultural
drainage ditch. Immediately to the south was arable farmiand. A network of arable flelds dominated the

wider fandscape {see figure 1, below)}.
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Current plans for the site inchide 3 change of use of the axisting barns into a residential property with

i

associated lawns and gardens. The relocation of the commercial busingss to new facilities offsite,

Toen

1]

During the construction phase of the development, vehicles and machinery will access the site via the

existing hard standing tracks, Construction and materials storage will take place within the site boundary.

The existing harns under commercial use will be convertad o a single residence, and the former grain
sitos will be removed. Areas of storage and sorub will be converted to parking areas, driveway and
landscaped gardens. A buffer zone will be left between these gardens and the boundary of the site, in

particutdar a2 5 metre minimurm exclusion zone will be maintained from the top of the rife adiacent to the

northern boundary, Land take will be confined to within the site boundary.,

w

When complete the development will house a single residence, with associated vehicles, nolse, lighting

and activity impacts.
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A dask study was carried out in lanuary 2017 to identify statutory designated sites within 5km and no

]

statutory designated sites of nature conservation importance within 2km. Records of protected and other

a.

notabde species within a 2 km radius of the proposed development were also reviewed.

.

Sources consulted included:
= Multi-Agency Geographic information for the Countryside {(MAGIC) website
& Syssex Biodiversity Records Centre {SxBRC)
& Syssex Bindiversity Action Plan
& The Ernvironment Agency
it is acknowladged that most species are greatly under-recorded and therefore a fack of records for a

focation should not be taken as an absence of the speciss concernad. Furthermore, a record for a

particular habital or speciss does not necessarily confirm its current presence.

A Phase 1 Habital survey was conducted on the 24th of January 2017 by Helen Larzlesr M35, based on the
technigues and methodologies described in the Handbook for Phase 1 Habitar Survey INCC, 2010} and
using standard nomenclature {Stace, 20100 The habitats present were recorded on to a fisld map with
written target notes providing supplementary information on, for example, species compasition structure

and management where relevant,

This was exiznded o nclude notes on fauna and habitats which could potentially support protected and

acies, an approach commonty referred to as an Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey. The presencs

by

=3

[
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o
7
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of, or potential for, protected spacies was noted on the fleld map during the survey,

The importance of the habitat features on site wers evahluated in a geographical context, The frame of

refersnce for the habitat features in terms of their geographical importance is in line with guidance set

Species are assessed, where appropriate, against hest practice guidelines such as the Bat {onservation

Trust 3" edition {3016}

As part of the evaluation, recommendations for mitigation and enhancement are proposed to avoid or

b

reducs potential impacts posed by the proposed developmant.
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The assessment conducted for this report has considered the area in which ecological features could he
subject o significant effects from the proposed development., The arga of the polential effects is often

wider than the actual perimeter of the development site and is known as the Zone of influence.

The Zone of Influence varies for different ecological features and sach designated site, habitat and species
has been considered in relation to their sensitivity to the proposed development,

The survey was carried out on a frosty, clear day during lanuary 2017, The survey effort, methodology
and resulls are likely 1o provide an accurate account of the broad habitat types and the potential presence

v absence of protected and notable species. Although lanuary is outside of the optimal period for
undertaking a detailed botanical survey, the results are sufficient to provide an accurate agcount of broad

habitat types considering the limited habitat diversity and easibv-recognisable habitats which dominated

the site.

i maior revisions to the proposed site boundary ocour before works begin thisreport may nesd amending.

Any appreciable delay in making references 1o this report may necessitate a re-survey.

Thare wera hwo sites with statutory designations within 5km of Rysbank Farm {shown in Table 1, below}.

\\\\\\\\\\\\

Table 1: Stotutory sites within Skm
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LNR —~ Local Nature Reserve

551 - Site of Spedial Sclentific interast

]

Thare were two sites with non-statutory designations within Zkm of the development {shown in Table 2

a.

balow),

P
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Table & Non-statutory sites within 2w

X

-

RIMIRLY

SNCE- Site of Nature Consarvation Interest {Local Wildlite Site)

A search using the MAGIC wehsite {accessad January 20171 did not highlight any listed priority habitats, A

broadieaved woodiand sirip was present adjacent to the north and the southeast of the site, paralisl to

habitat map {appendix 1} Photographs Hustrating the habitats on site are shown in appendix 2,

®  Buildings;

s dense scruby;

= hard standing;

= introduced shrubs;

=  poor semi-improved grassland; and

s tall herb/ruderal

R Uyt e
N THLTIRAIT NG

Two traditional flint and brick barns with corrugated roofs and five disused corrugated metal grain silos
were present an site, as well as smaller scattered storage containers, small ocuthuildings and two derelict
and overgrown greenhouses. &l buildings were single-skinned, with numerous entrances, gaps and

damaged or missing sections of roofing {photos 1 to 41,
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Areas of dense bramble {Rubus froficosus) were prasent. The majority of the northeast portion of the site

was overgrown {photo 6.

Large areas of hard standing in the form of concrete access tracks and work yvard were prasent within the

site houndary {photo 3L

idii} bushes were present across the site,

Fringes of raugh, poor semi-improved grassland fringed the site {photo 5} These appearaed to be traiis,
usad by both walkers and wildlife. These were dominated by false-oat grass {Arrhenatherum elgtius) with

frequent cocksfoot {Dactviis glomerata) and Yorkshire fog {(Molcus fonatus),

Bracken {Steridivm aguifinum) and ruderal vegetatinn were present within the brambie dominated area

at the west of the site, along the access track,

=
f=]

No waterbodiss ware present onsite, although two ditches were present adjacent to the northern and

south eastern site boundaries {photos 7 and 8). No ponds were present within 250m of the site,
L Spacias and s

Thare were numerous recards for great crasted newt {GUN} {Triturus oristotus) in the area, to the south

$

and northeast, The nearest GON record was 340m to the south, within the grounds of the hotel.

1 oaddition, commaon frog {Rong femporarial, smooth newts {Lissomrfton vulgars) and palmate newts
{{issotriton helvericus) and commaon toad {Bufo bufo) were recorded in a similar distribution to the GCN
eoords,
The scrub and rough grassland on site, although limited in size, offered suitable terrestrial habitat for

common and widsspread amphibians.

The site is highly unlikely to support great crested newts due to the lack of suitable waterbodies within

250m of the site, and therefore this species does not require further consideration

There was a confirmad badger {Meles meles} sett approximately 170m 1o the west of the site,

g\\“\\_ .
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There were numerous mammal trails across the site, but only few signs of digging in the northern grassy
portion of the site. Based on the lack of setts, the site is considered to represent a small foraging resource

only, and is therefore of less than local value in this respec

There were twelve bat records within Zkm of the site, These included serotine {Epfesicus serofinus)

commaon pipistrelle (Plaistreflus pipistrelfus}, Daubenton’s bat (Myolis doubentonii} and & long-earad bat

The huildings on site had low suitability for roosting bats. All buildings were single-skinned and subject to
high tevels of disturbance. The grain silos were of corrugated metal construction, with open roofs

sroviding limited opportunities for sheller,
roviding limited opportunities for sheller

Although thers were several locations with opportunities for low numbers of roosting bats alf surfaces
were coverad with concrete dust and no signs of hats were found. The foraging capacity of the site was
considerad low dus to the small size. The tree-lined ditches to the north and southeast of the site wers

suitabie for foraging bats.

Due to the number of low-suitability potential roost Incations, the bulldings were the subject of a detailed
internal inspaction and emergence survey by Heensed bat workers {King and Wright 2018 As the
buildings were of ‘low’ suttability, the internal inspection and emergence survey comphies with the current
BCT guidelines for assessing buildings in support of a planning application. Their report stated that ‘no

evidence of roosting bots or sigaificant evidence of bat use of the site wos noted, During the emergencs

LS

survey ‘two conunon pipistrelles were briefly recorded feeding around the grain sifos’. The time of vear
and survey effort undertaken in relation o sultahility of the building provides rebust evidence as to the
absence of roosting bats.

There were numerous hirds within Zkm of the site, with the majority being birds associated with the

coastal habitats to the south. Farmiand associated Schedule 1 birds within Zikm of the site included rad
kite {Adifvus milvus), hobby (Falco subbuten), barn owl {Tvin ofbal, and Cettd's warbler {Tettin cottl). The
scrub and buildings across the site provided suitable nesting habitat for a numbaer of bird species.

There were no records for hazel dormice {Muscardinus avelignarius) within 2km of the site, There were

bitats are patchy and

no habitats within the site boundary suitable for hazel dormice, and the scrub ha

wr

sparse. Therefore no further consideration in respect of this species is reguired.
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There is a low likelihood that otters are present within the larger portions of Ryebank Rife, and may be

using the adjacent ditch and portions of the site for disparsal,

5

There were records for slow-worm {Anguis frogifisy and common lizards {Zootoco wivipara) within Zkm of
the site, The nearest record was for a slow-worm 200m northeast. Edge habitats between the ditch, scrub
and rough grassiand provided suitable habitat for common reptiles, The ADAS reptile survey undertaken
in 2012 covered a wider area than the current site and over the course of severn site visits did not find any

reptifes, This implies no or very low numbers of reptiles were utilising the site. As the site has not changed

this fevel of use is likely to still be accurate.

Thaere were eight records of water vole {Arvicola amphrbius) within 2km of site, 1.3km west and 0.9km

east, associated with Rysbank Rife, The overgrown ditch at the north of the site provided suitable habitat

for water voles

o~

Thare were no records of white-clawed crayiish {Austropotomabius pafiipes) within 2k of the site, and

the managed ditches adjacent to site were not suitable habitat,

-

H i 3

There were multipie records of hedgehoss {(Erinorsus suropaeus) within 2km of the site. The majority of

the records were associated with Climping villags, to the north. The nearest record was 200m northeast.
Naon-nat NS
Nao Schedule 9 non-native invasive plants were identified during the survey, however there were arsas of

~l

dense scrub which prevent a full assessment. In addition, lanuary is outside of the optimal period for

5

undertaking a detailed botanical sury

pa AT AT ST SN AT STy S
X Fooommonaauiens
N
o

Based on the location and small scale of the development it is anticipated that no designated sites will be

affected by the proposed works,

No Section 41 priority habitats will be affected by the proposad works, beyond potential impacts to fauna.
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forage an

Bat roosts are absent from the site, althoush it would be expected that various specigs m

Q
b

o i

ommute through the general area. Sensitive lighting should he used for boundaries adiacent to

;

woodiand, to prevent disturbance o foraging and commuting bats.

Badgers are mobile animals and can create naw setts at any time of year, therefore it is recommended
that a site inspection is carried out at key stages during the application to ensure the site has not had any
ew badger activity/sett creation. Tranches should be covared overnight or fitted with ramps of a suitable

cling to allow escape.

The habitats present on site can provide widespread foraging and nesting habitat for a variety of speciss,
Seasonal avoldance {lL.e. timing vepetation removal to oocour betwesn the months of September to
Fabruary inclusive) should be used to mitigate the risk of disrupting breeding activity, if it is not possiblg,
a suitably experienced person will be required to check dense vegetation ahead of clearance. Should an

active bird nest be found, a buffer of surrounding vegetation and a 5m no-disturbance perimeter should

be maintainad until the nest s no longer in use,

As thare is a very low risk that otters may be using the network of ditches and waterways adjacent to the

bwo sites. Therefore tranches should be covered overnight or fitted with ramps of a suitable incline to

A reptile survey conducted by ADAS {2012} found no reptiles prasent on site. Very low levels of reptile

activity can be difficult to rule out, and given that several species of reptile are abundant in the area, a
safe working method statement to avoid harming reptiles should be prepared for work in areas of dense
vagetation

Water vole may be using the network of ditches adjacent to the site boundaries. & S exchusion zone for

machinery and groundworks wilt be maintained from the top of the bank, to avoid impacts to this spec

Thare will be no impacts on Section 41 specias

3 \\\\\\\\\\.\
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LR Nan-nat:
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5

Mo invasive species were found during the surveys. However, vigilance for Schadule 9 invasive species

&

y (0
i

should be maintained throughout site works, i any non-native invasive specias are encourtered during

the removal of the dense sorub, then a Suitably Qualified Ecologist should be contacted for advice on how

N
{

ing policy promotes the inclusion of measures to enhance biodiversity within

5

development proposals, Developments must be sustainable and sesk to produce a net gain® for

s

o~

biodivarsity and nature conservation. Proposals must include new benefits for biodiversity, separate to

those set out in the mitigation measures (CIEEM 20160

The site at Ryebank Farm is considerad to be of negligible / less than local ecological importance based

on the frame of reference {Appendix 3},

Where possible, 1o enhance the potential for biodiversity net gain and taking into consideration the likely
spacies present, itis recommendead that scope for including bat boxes and bird boxes at suitable locations
across the site. Native species planting should also he incorporated within the site design. Where s not
possible to use native species, ornamental plants of biodiversity benefit which provide year round cover,

nectar, fruit and seed should be included.

impacts upon statutory desigr
have a neutral affect

.2 Nane

Mo non-statutory designated sites will be impacted by the

ad development,

]

impacts on Section 41 habitats are expected to be nagligible.

Given the absence of ponds, amphibians including great crested newt are not expected to be present, and

therefors no impacts are anticipated.

3 \\\\\\\\\\.\
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The proposals would result in no impacts to setts, but may result in the loss of a very small area of

occasionally-used foraging habitat. This is considered to represant an impact of negligible magnitude

fmpacts would be limited to increased disturbance due 1o night time lighting for bats foraging along the
adjacent ditches, The use of lighting during construction and the lighting implemented in the operational
phase of the development may impact on bat activity, although effects are difficult to quantify.

Tha mosaic of shelierad habitats which would result from the refurbishment of buildings and creation of

gardens, as weall as enhancements in the form of hat boxes, would reprasent a long-term positive impact

As nesting bird checks are recommended before the removal of any huildings or dense scrub, divect
impacts will not ocour,

The proposals would result in a shift from unmanaged grassiand and sorub to gardens. This will be of

benefit to some species, while others may experiznce a minor negative impact,

No habitats used by otters will be impacted.

Reptiies are not belleved to be present, sxcept for a low Hkelthood of dispersing individuals using the small
areas of suitable habitat. As such impacts would be addressed via an appropriate Method Statamaent, the

overall impact on reptiles Is therefore considered to be nautral,

Mitigation to avoid impacting water voles has been recommended and therefore no direct impacts should

opecur. The overall impacts on water voles are therefore considersd to be neutral,

3 \\\\\\\\\\.\
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Tuble 3 Sumimary of recommended mitigotion and enhoncements
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The site is considerad to he of negligible / less than local value due to s small size and lack of notable
habitats, Roosting bats have been shown to be absent, and reptile surveys {although several years old}
have also failed to detect the presence of reptiles. Notwithstanding this, there is considered to be a low
risk of encountering small numbers of animals during some of the planned site works; appropriate
mitigation measures have been proposed 1o address this, In addition, minor enhancement measuras have
been suggested, which are proportionate to the scale of the proposals. With the recommendad mitigation
measuras in place the overall impacts on biodiversity would be neutral. With the implementation of some
or all of the suggested enhancement measures, the proposal would be expected to achisve a net

biodiversity gain.
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The National Planning Policy Framework {NPPF) of March 2012 replaced the pravious planning policy for

biodiversity conservation; Manning Policy Statement 9 {(PPSYY Paragraph 117 of the NPPF states that to
minimise impacts on biodiversity, planning policiss should:

s Plas for biodiversity ot the londscape scale, across local guthority boundaries,
8 Promote the preservation, restoration and re-creation of pnms“v hahitats, ecological networks and
the protection and recovery of priority species populations, inked to national and local torgets,

] I3

and identify suitable indicators for monitoring biodiversity in the plan.

When determining planning applications, tocal planning authorities should aim to conserve and enhance

i

bigdiversity by applying the following principles {paragraph 118}

& Development progosals where the primary obfective Is to conserve or enhance hiodiversity should
be permitied.

& Opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments should be encouraged,

Section 40 of the NERC Act 2006 places a duty upon all focal authorities in England to promote and
enhance biodiversity in all of thelr functions. Section 41 lists habitats and species of principal importance
to the conservation of biodiversity, These habitats and species arg a material consideration in the planning

Procass,

Bats are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 {as amended} and the Conservation of
Habitats and 3pe Regulations 2010 {as amended). it is Hlegal to kil or injure bats, cause disturbance
at their resting pi ces or to block access to, damage or destroy their roost sites.

Wild birds are protecied under the Wildiife and Countryside Act 1881 {as amended). tis llegaltotake or
harm tham, thelr nests {whilst in use or being built) or their sgss.

5

Additionally for spedcias listed in Schadule 1 of the Act it is an offence to intentionally or recidessly disturb
the adults while they are in and around their nest or intentionally or reckiessly disturb their dependent

Young.

Stow-worm {Anguis frogilis), adder (Vipera berus), grass snake and common lizard are protected under

8

the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 {as amended). It is Hlegal to kil or injure them,

it is not tlegal to caplure, disturh or to damage their habitats, However, the reptiles § are
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protected so any works 1o damage their habitat could risk causing harm o reptiles and hence could be

ilfegal,
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Otter and their habitats are protected under Schadule 5 {Section 8) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1881 {as amended) and under Conservation of Hahitats and Specias Regulations 20100 1t is Hlagal to kil

injure, capture, or disturb them. In addition their breeding and resting sites {g.g. otter holt) are protectad

from being damaged or destroyed.

H

GON are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 {as amended} and the Conservation of
3

Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 {as amended}. it is dHlegal to W, injure or disturb GCN and 1o

;

damags or destroy their breeding and resting places.

i

Water voles are protectad under Schedule 5 {Section 9} of the Wildiite and Countryside Act 1981 {as
amendead}, it is i§ .gaE to kill, injure or take a water vole and to damage, destroy or obstruct any place

which they use for shelter or protection.

White-clawed crayfish are protected under Schedule 5 {Section 2} of the Wilkdife and Countryside Act
1881 {as amended). itis Hlegal to take or sell white-clawed crayfish,

Act {1981} {as amended) states that “if any person plonis or

otherwise couses to grow in the wild any plont which is included in Port I of Schedufe 8 he sholl be guilty

5

n addition, The Enwvirenmental Protection Act {188 u} cortains a number of legal provisions concarning
cantrotied waste”, which are set out in Part Il For example, any lapanese knotweed contaminated sod

¥

or plant material that is required to he discarded is EsKeEy {0 be classified as controllad waste and will nead
to be disposed of at a suitabiy licensed landfill
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